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Claims 1-31 have been canceled. Claims 32-39 are pending. 

The effective filing date of the claims 32-39 is believed to be February 19, 2002 as 
application serial No. 10/078152 (patent 6516968) doesn't support the presently claimed 
embodiment which is believed to be represented by Fig. 7 and 8 of the present application. The 
disclosure of application serial No. 09/898802 and patent 64191 10 do not support an 
embodiment having upper and lower chuck walls and an angular break between the upper and 
lower chuck walls. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 32 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cospen 
(3843014) in view of Bozek (3417898) and Bacon (5971259). 

Cospen discloses a one-piece sheet metal can shell having in progression from outer edge 
to center; (1) crown, (2) angular junction, (3) upper chuck wall (UCW), (4) angular break, (5) 
lower chuck wall (LCW), (6) countersink (CSK), (7) panel wall (PW) and (8) center panel. The 
first angle is the angle of the UCW between the angular junction and angular break and is A2 in 
applicant's specification, the second angle is the angle of the LCW between the angular break 
and the CSK and is A3 in applicant's specification, the third angle is the angle of the inner wall 
of the crown extending upwardly of the angular junction and is A4 in applicant's specification, 
and the fourth angle is the angle of the PW between the CSK and the center panel. Cospen 
discloses the angular relationships of first angle greater than second angle, third angle less than 
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first angle, and fourth angle greater than first angle. Cospen discloses the invention except for 
second angle being greater than 10 degrees. Bozek teaches a chuck wall angle extending from 
the CSK as shown as C in Fig. 5 of 4-12 degrees. Bacon teaches a chuck wall angle extending 
from the CSK as shown as b in Fig. 3 of 10-20 degrees. It would have been obvious to modify 
the angle to be within the ranges taught by Bozek and Bacon in order to optimize the angle at 
which the chuck wall extends from the CSK to provide a shallow angle so that depth of the can 
end doesn't diminish the capacity of the can and still be steep enough to properly reinforce and 
attach to the open end of a can body by double seam curling of the can end with the can body. 

Claims 32, 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Borden et al. (Borden) (6126034) in view of Bozek (3417898) and Bacon (5971259). 

Borden discloses a similar can end profile in Fig. 8 as Cospen. Borden discloses a one- 
piece sheet metal can shell having in progression from outer edge to center; (1) crown, (2) 
angular junction, (3) upper chuck wall (UCW), (4) angular break, (5) lower chuck wall (LCW), 
(6) countersink (CSK), (7) panel wall (PW) and (8) center panel. The first angle is the angle of 
the UCW between the angular junction and angular break and is A2 in applicant's specification, 
the second angle is the angle of the LCW between the angular break and the CSK and is A3 in 
applicant's specification, the third angle is the angle of the inner wall of the crown extending 
upwardly of the angular junction and is A4 in applicant's specification, and the fourth angle is 
the angle of the PW between the CSK and the center panel. 

Re claim 34, Borden discloses that the angular junction is located well above the center 
panel before the can end is double seamed. Since the relationship between the position of the 
chuck wall to the position of the center panel would not move significantly from before double 
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seaming to after as most of the deformation occurs in the curled crown, the angular junction is 
definitely above the center panel after double seaming as well. Borden discloses the angular 
relationships of first angle greater than second angle, third angle less than first angle. 

Borden discloses the invention except for second angle being greater than 10 degrees. 
Bozek teaches a chuck wall angle extending from the CSK as shown as C in Fig. 5 of 4-12 
degrees. Bacon teaches a chuck wall angle extending from the CSK as shown as b in Fig. 3 of 
10-20 degrees. It would have been obvious to modify the angle to be within the ranges taught by 
Bozek and Bacon in order to optimize the angle at which the chuck wall extends from the CSK 
to provide a shallow angle so that depth of the can end doesn't diminish the capacity of the can 
and still be steep enough to properly reinforce and attach to the open end of a can body by 
double seam curling of the can end with the can body. 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Borden in view 
of Bozek and Bacon as applied to claim 32 above, and further in view of Brifcani (6065634). 

Claims 36-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Borden in 
view of Bozek, Bacon and Brifcani (6065634). 

For claim 33, the Borden-Bozek-Bacon combination discloses the invention except for 
the claim 33 width relationship. For claims 36-39, Borden, Bozek and Bacon are applied in a 
similar fashion as stated above and the width relationship as stated in claim 37 is similar to the 
width relationship stated in claim 33. The width relationship of claim 37 inherently discloses the 
width relationship of claim 36. The width relationship simply stated is: Upper chuck wall width 
greater than inner chuck wall width plus CSK width or Wycw > Wlcw + Wcsk- 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,370 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3781 

Borden's chuck wall has a steep configuration having an angle generally perpendicular to 
the center panel. Brifcani teaches a can end with a similar configuration having a chuck wall and 
a CSK, the chuck wall has a shallower profile with angle C being between 20 to 60 degrees with 
respect to the center axis, also the radial dimensions of the chuck wall of : ! / 2 d3 - V% d2 - rl = 
Wcw = 3.685 mm (using dimensions from table in col. 3). Also, the cross sectional radius of the 
antipeaking bead (r 3 ) as stated in col. 3, line 37 is 0.5 mm. Therefore, the W C sk = 1.0 mm. 

By replacing the relatively short and steeply angled UCW of Borden with the longer and 
shallower angled chuck wall of Brifcani, the resulting UCW would be approximately equal to 
3.685 mm. The LCW would be much less than 1 mm in width and the width of the CSK of 1 
mm. Then the width of the CSK plus the LCW would be less than 2 mm and the width 
limitation Wucw > W LC w + W C sk would be met. 

It would have been obvious to modify the UCW, of Borden to be shallower by increasing 
the width of the UCW to 3.685 mm and increasing the angle with the vertical axis to between 20 
to 60 degrees to provide a more efficient use of material as this would decrease the amount of 
material necessary for the can end of the same thickness. It would have been obvious to modify 
the CSK to have Brifcani's dimensions as a matter of design choice. These changes in ' 
dimensions would also move the CSK inwardly towards the center axis which better protects the 
center area of the can end. With this change in dimension the Wucw > Wlcw + Wcsk and 
Wucw > Wcsk limitations would be met. 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cospen in view 
of Bozek and Bacon as applied to claim 32 above, and further in view of Brifcani (6065634). 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,370 



Page 6 



Art Unit: 3781 

The reasoning for this rejection is the same as for the Borden in view of Bozek and 
Bacon and further in view of Brifcani rejection as stated above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen J. CaStellano whose telephone number is 571-272-4535. 
The examiner can normally be reached on increased flexibility plan (IFP). 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
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